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Purpose - The overall objective of this thesis is to provide insights with regard to how characteristics 
of the product, the context and the individual relate to consumer evaluation of food products. The 
specific objectives of the thesis are to explore:  
1. The influence of test situation and satisfaction with preparation on evaluation (Paper 1) 
2. The influence of time use and co-production on evaluation (Paper 2) 
3. Consumer use of and trust in product information (Paper 3) 
4. The influence of packaging attributes on evaluation (Paper 4) 
5. The importance of food quality and prestige benefits when buying food for a special occasion 
(Paper 5) 
Design/methodology/approach - The data analysis in this thesis consists of 3 main methodologies: 
Structural equation modelling (Paper 1, 2), cluster analysis (Paper 3-5) and conjoint analysis (Paper 4). 
Findings and contributions – The results in Paper 1 showed no significant differences in the mean 
scores of attitude and intention towards consuming the new product across the two different test 
situations. After splitting the home testing sample into groups with different levels of satisfaction with 
the preparation of the product, significant differences in attitudes and intention to consume the 
product were found. This indicates that satisfaction with the preparation, and the product’s level of 
convenience, may influence evaluative outcomes.  
Paper 2 demonstrated that satisfaction with co-production (preparation) has a strong and positive 
effect on the evaluation of the final outcome of the co-processed product. This is an important finding 
that extends previous studies by showing that not only participation in a co-production process is 
important for evaluation, but also the satisfaction with the actual co-production process. Furthermore 
a negative relation was found between time use and the evaluation of a product. 
Paper 3 identified three distinct consumer segments based on the consumers’ use of and trust in 
information sources regarding the freshness of fish. The segments were further profiled using product 
and individual characteristics. This study reported some new theoretical findings and partially 
expanded earlier works. 
Paper 4 indicated that informational packaging attributes (freshness statements, information about 
taste and convenience) are more important than visual attributes (shape of packaging and colour) 
when consumers evaluate cod fillets. Segmentation of the consumers in Paper 4 based on the 
informational and visual attributes revealed three clusters, which was further profiled using individual 
 
 
characteristics. From a theoretical point of view, this study provides insights and empirical support for 
using visual and informational packaging attribute importance as a basis for consumer segmentation. 
Paper 5 revealed that that food quality benefits are more important than prestige benefits for 
consumers. This result confirms that food quality benefits like taste and health of food are the 
foremost perceived benefits across consumer segments. Segmentation of the consumers in Paper 5 
identified four distinct consumer segments. A theoretical contribution of this study was the distinction 
between consumers preferring premium and luxury products. Consumers in the Luxury segment prefer 
products with high prestige quality, uniqueness and social benefits while consumers in the Premium 
segment focus on food quality, price and hedonic benefits. 
Research limitation - A general limitation of the thesis is that all studies were conducted in a single 
European country or focused on how consumers evaluate one particular food product. Furthermore, 
this thesis investigates a limited number of products, contextual and individual characteristics. Future 
research could extend this research by including other variables. Finally, this thesis focuses mainly on 
similarities and differences in consumer evaluations. However, evaluation or attitudes is suggested to 
influence consumer’s behavioural responses, something that could be included in future research.  
Conclusion and implications – This thesis considered evaluation of food as a global attitude and as an 
evaluation of various attributes as expectations or experiences, and explored how evaluation is 
influenced by product, contextual and individual characteristics. 
This thesis contributes to the understanding of how food preparation or co-production influences 
evaluation. Satisfaction with co-production is an important determinant in the evaluation of a food 
product. Including this variable in product development may yield valuable insights as to how 
consumers evaluate food products and enable the developer to tailor the products to the consumers’ 
needs and wants.  
The thesis demonstrates the importance of segmenting consumers based either on how they evaluate 
different product or individual characteristics. The findings can be used by industry, retailers or other 
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Every day people evaluate a number of objects such as products, situations or other individuals. For 
example, when eating a meal people can evaluate the meal as a whole, the taste of the different 
ingredients in the meal and how the meal has been prepared. The evaluation of the meal can be 
influenced by a number of factors, such as the situation in which the meal is consumed, how involved 
the consumer is in the meal or the ingredients of the meal and how healthy the meal is (Meiselman, 
2007; Grunert, 2002).  
Evaluation, defined as determining the importance, value, worth or benefit of an object with some 
degree of favour or disfavour, is assumed to be among the most universal and dominant human 
responses (Jarvis & Petty, 1996). A vast amount of research has been directed at understanding how 
people evaluate different physical and psychological objects. These objects might be virtually anything 
that can be evaluated such as physical products, sensory characteristics, social issues, persons, 
situations, ideas and behaviours (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). The mere number of objects that can be 
evaluated exemplifies how universal evaluative responding is considered to be.  
Through 5 papers, this thesis will focus on how consumers evaluate food. Evaluation of food is 
important for a number of reasons including understanding food choice behaviour, development and 
promotion of healthy diets, product development and formulating marketing strategies (Nowlis & 
Simonson, 1997). Food evaluation is a complex process, which is influenced by several interrelated 
factors (Grunert, 2002; Shepherd, 1989; Steenkamp, 1993). This thesis will provide insights into some 
of the factors influencing food evaluation, how these factors are related and how consumers evaluate 
these factors depending on the characteristics of the product, the context and the individual 
(Meiselman, 2007; Grunert, 2002). The thesis will focus on food product evaluation on two levels: 
global attitude as a summary evaluation of the food product (object) and evaluation the various 
characteristics or attributes with food products. 
1.1 Aims 
The overall objective of this thesis is to provide insights with regard to how the characteristics1 with 
the product, the context and the individual relate to consumer evaluation of food products. The 
specific objectives of the thesis are to explore: 
  The influence of test situation and satisfaction with preparation on evaluation (Paper 1) 
                                                          
1 In this thesis characteristics is used as a term for quality, attribute or trait of an object 
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1. The influence of time use and co-production on evaluation (Paper 2) 
2. Consumer use of and trust in product information (Paper 3) 
3. The influence of packaging attributes on evaluation (Paper 4) 
4. The importance of food quality and prestige benefits when buying food for a special occasion 
(Paper 5) 
This thesis addresses these objectives by using different forms of evaluations from an attitudinal 
perspective (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Besides using experienced attribute and 
attitude evaluation (e.g. perceived quality) and intention to consume (Grunert, 2002), it also focuses 
on expected values or desire such as benefits or pre-purchase expectations (Onwezen et al., 2012). 
Finally, the thesis combine different techniques to analyse data such as structural equation modelling, 
conjoint- and cluster analysis, to gain insights with regard to how characteristics with the food, the 
context and the individual relates to consumer evaluations.  
2 Theoretical and conceptual framework 
Food evaluation is a complex process, which is influenced by several interrelated factors. For this 
reason, food evaluation has been integrated into extensive theoretical frameworks (Furst et al., 1996; 
Grunert et al., 1996; Marreiros & Ness, 2009; Steenkamp, 1989; Steptoe et al., 1995). Most of these 
models distinguish between three main factors that influence the consumer’s food evaluation: the 
food, the situation and the individual (Meiselman, 1996). Evaluation can be specified in different 
formats such as before (expectations/benefits) and after (experience/perceptions) consumption, on a 
general attitudinal level or as evaluation of specific attributes, as cognitive and affective response or 
as intention to pay or consume in the future (Desmet & Hekkert, 2007; Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010; Golder 
et al., 2012). This thesis adapts elements of these various frameworks to focus on combinations of 
characteristics related to the food, context and the individual: 
1. Characteristics of the food itself: taste, freshness, packaging, convenience, health and prestige. 
2. Characteristics of the context in which the evaluation is made: test situation, time use and 
special occasion. 
3. Characteristics of the individual making the evaluation: knowledge, involvement, value of co-
production, trust and use of information, domain specific behaviour indicators and 
demographics. 
The importance of these characteristics is likely to vary between consumers, products and contexts, 
making it crucial to understand which characteristics are important among specific markets or market 
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segments for the evaluation of food products. Figure 1 is a visual presentation of the theoretical 
framework used in this thesis.  
 
Figure 1 The influence of product, contextual and individual characteristics on evaluation 
 
Evaluation of food as a global attitude/intention or as an evaluation of various attributes as 
expectations or experiences (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010; Grunert, 2002), is the main focus of the thesis 
(Paper 1-5). How individuals evaluates specific product attributes (Steenkamp, 1989; Grunert, 1997) is 
the focus of Papers 2-5. The influence of contextual factors on evaluation (King et al., 2007; Meiselman, 
2007; Onwezen et al., 2012) is the focus of Papers 1, 2 and 5. The influence of individual characteristics 
on evaluation (Steenkamp, 1997; Story et al., 2002) is the focus of Papers 2-4. Which specific 
characteristics are used and how they are related to each other within our theoretical framework will 
be discussed in the following sections.  
2.1  Consumer evaluation and attitudes  
Attitude is one of the core psychological concepts for understanding consumer evaluation. Thus, this 
thesis uses an attitudinal perspective of food evaluation (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). An attitude can be 
defined as a summary evaluation of a psychological object with some degree of favour or disfavour 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). Psychological objects or attitude objects might be virtually anything that can 
be evaluated such as physical objects, sensory characteristics, social issues, persons, situations, ideas 
4 
 
and behaviours (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Greenwald, 1989). The response can be expressed at different 
levels (attribute and global) and with different degrees of specificity depending on the object (Fishbein 
& Ajzen, 2010).  
The evaluative responses elicited by the attitude object are sometimes separated into three classes; 
cognitive, affective and behavioural expressions or responses (e.g. Breckler, 1984). The cognitive 
category contains thoughts, beliefs or judgements about an attitude object; the affective category 
consists of feelings, moods or emotions; and the behavioural category encompasses actions and 
intentions to act. Although attitudes may be expressed by cognition, affective, and behavioural 
responses, and be formed through responding to each of these types, attitudes do not necessarily have 
all three aspects, either at the point of their formation or at the point of attitudinal response (Eagly & 
Chaiken, 1998). Although discussed in some papers (e.g. Ajzen, 2001), this thesis does not make any 
distinction between cognitive and affective evaluations at the global level of evaluation, but to a 
certain degree on the attribute level.  
Furthermore, this thesis makes a distinction between attribute evaluation and global evaluation. 
Within an attitudinal framework, the distinction is explained by several theories such as multi-attribute 
models – expectancy value model and information integration theory (Anderson, 1981; Eagly & 
Chaiken, 1993). It is further adapted into more specific theoretical frameworks of product (quality) 
evaluation in marketing (e.g. Golder, Mitra, & Moorman, 2012) and food science (e.g. Grunert, 2002). 
Beliefs are considered to be the building blocks of attitudes and can be defined as ‘associations or 
linkages that people establish between the attitude object and the various attributes’ (Eagly & Chaiken, 
1993, p.103). 
According to the expectancy-value model (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; 2010) attitudes arise spontaneously 
as we form beliefs about the object. The expectancy-value model suggests that an attitude is a function 
of an individual’s beliefs and that these beliefs are a product of the expectancy and value attached to 
each of the perceived attributes of the attitude object. The expectancy is the perceived likelihood that 
the attribute will occur, and the value represents one’s evaluation of the attribute (Fishbein & Ajzen, 
1975). Beliefs about an object’s attributes can be formed on the basis of expectations (i.e. information 
cues or expected benefits) and/or experience (i.e. actual experience with the attributes or perceived 
quality). An individual’s overall attitude towards an object is determined by the subjective values of 
the object’s attributes in interaction with the importance (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; van der Pligt & De 
Vries, 1998) or strength of the associations (Ajzen, 2001). This thesis includes evaluations as both 
expectations (Papers 3-5) and experiences (Papers 1,2) at both global (Papers 1,2) and attribute levels 
(Papers 3-5). To some degree, it also includes intentional forms of evaluation (Paper 1). 
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2.2 Expectations and experience 
Throughout the consumption cycle, from pre-purchase consideration of alternatives to choice to after 
purchase reflection and consumption, consumers evaluate products (Gardial et al., 1994; Grunert, 
1997). Pre-purchase, expected attribute performance, values or benefits represent consumers’ means. 
Through consumer beliefs, these expectations are linked towards global attitudes, goals and need 
fulfilment (Gutman, 1982; Homer & Kahle, 1988). These evaluations are different from general or 
specific post-purchase satisfaction judgements where consumers make their evaluation based on real 
experience of the attributes and their ability to deliver the desired outcome (Smith & Deppa, 2009). 
Several theoretical frameworks have been proposed to explain pre-purchase and after consumption 
evaluation of (food) products (Fernqvist & Ekelund, 2014; Golder et al., 2012; Grunert et al, 1996; 
Marreiros & Ness, 2009; Steenkamp, 1989).  
Expectations serve as standards with which subsequent experiences are compared, resulting in 
evaluations of satisfaction or quality (Golder et al., 2012; Zeithaml et al., 1993). Expectations are 
viewed as the desires or wants of consumers (Parasuraman et al., 1988). Consumer expectations are 
raised by prior knowledge of the product and information about it (Tuorila et al., 1998). Individual, 
product and contextual characteristics can influence consumer expectations and affect evaluation 
(Golder et al., 2012; Spence and Piqueras-Fiszman, 2014; Woods et al., 2010).  
At the basic level, expectations can be formed based on information about a product’s attributes. 
These expectations are usually product or product category specific attributes (Zeithaml, 1988). It is 
possible to suggest that attributes form the basis for the next level - expectations about benefits for 
individual desires (Olson & Reynolds, 1983; Reynolds & Gutman, 1988). Thus, consumer benefits are 
the desires or consequences that consumers seek to fulfil or achieve when purchasing or consuming a 
product. Prior to consumption, for example going into a store to buy ingredients for home meal 
consumption, consumers base the attribute evaluation on expected benefits from products they 
consider and buy. The importance that consumers attribute to different product benefits is an 
indication of the motives underlying their product choices. For example, because different consumers 
have different desires they seek to fulfil in different times and situations, they are also expected to 
differ in their evaluation of the importance of food benefits in a given context or situation (Meiselman, 
2007; Onwezen et al., 2012). Thus, this thesis chooses to use the importance of specific food product 
attributes or food-category attributes (Verain et al., 2016) and benefits (Onwezen et al., 2012) as 
measures of consumer expectations in order to form segments of consumers based on their individual 
desired buying consequences (Papers 3-5). 
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Post-purchase evaluation is generally conceptualised as a comparison between actual experience with 
a particular product or service and pre-purchase expectations of that product's performance (Inman 
et al., 1997). The interaction with the product and the individual experience is widely discussed in the 
consumer literature and from different perspectives (e.g. Brakus, Schmitt, & Zarantonello, 2009). A 
central dimension of the quality experience is how the quality is perceived by the consumer (Grunert, 
2002). When preparing or consuming food products, perceived or experienced quality can be defined 
and measured as belief statements or attribute performance (Churchill & Surprenant, 1982) or as the 
consumers’ evaluation of a product’s overall excellence or superiority (Golder et al., 2012; Zeithaml, 
1988). The relationship between quality expectation and quality experience is commonly believed to 
determine consumer satisfaction with the product and, hence, the probability of repeated purchases 
(Oliver, 2010). Satisfaction will be addressed in a later chapter. The experience of food products are 
considered to be influenced by individual, product and contextual characteristics (Steenkamp, 1989; 
Grunert, 2002). Thus, this thesis chooses to use experience with a product and/or product attributes 
as measures of global evaluation (Papers 1,2). 
2.2.1 Intention  
One of the evaluative responses elicited by the attitude object is intention (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). 
Intention is commonly defined as indication of how hard people are willing to try or how much effort 
they are planning to exert, in order to perform the behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). Intention is the most 
immediate determinant of behaviour (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010) and, implicitly, the most direct predictor 
of engaging in consumer specific behaviour (Oliver, 2010). Many research studies indicate that 
intentions, when properly measured in a given context and under the individual’s sole control, are 
reasonable predictors of specific behaviours (Armitage & Conner, 2001). In many studies of food, 
attitudes are found as the strongest predictor of intentions to buy that food (e.g. Povey et al., 2001). 
For a wide range of behaviours, attitudes are found to correlate well with intentions (Ajzen & Fishbein, 
2005). This thesis measures intention as a general and broad construct including planning, expectation 
and willingness to consume (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010) in one paper (Paper 1).  
2.3 Characteristics of the product  
Most studies describe food characteristics by means of quality attributes or benefits (Grunert, 2002; 
Onwezen et al., 2012; Steenkamp 1989). Product quality can be described as a bundle of characteristics 
that determine the product’s performance (Caswell & Mojduszka, 1996). In general, the most 
important quality dimensions of the product (like taste) cannot be evaluated before the purchase. 
Therefore consumers form quality expectations to make purchase decisions. The information used to 
form quality expectations are usually called quality cues (Steenkamp, 1989), expectations (Golder et 
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al., 2012) or quality benefits (Onwezen et al., 2012). It is common also to distinguish between intrinsic 
and extrinsic quality cues (Grunert, 2002; Olson & Jacoby, 1972). Intrinsic quality cues refer to the 
physical characteristics of the products. Important intrinsic quality cues for food are sensory 
information such as taste, colour and texture (Ophuis & Van Trijp, 1995). Extrinsic cues are product 
related, but not a part of the physical product itself, for example price and packaging. Extrinsic cues 
can both be informational or visual, such as a picture of packaging or a brand. Important extrinsic cues 
for food products are freshness, visual and informational packaging characteristics, information cues, 
convenience and price (Ophuis & Van Trijp, 1995; Silayoi & Speece, 2004). 
Quality attributes can also be categorised as experience attributes, credence attributes or search 
attributes (Grunert, 2002). The latter is similar as quality cues discussed above. Experience attributes 
can only be ascertained on the basis of actual experience with the product (Steenkamp, 1989). For 
food products, experience attributes usually involve sensory characteristics of the product, such as 
taste, colour and appearance or convenience characteristics (Brunsø et al., 2002). Credence attributes 
are those where the average consumer can never ascertain the quality by him-/herself, but has to trust 
the judgement of others (Grunert, 2002), such as how healthy a product is. Health characteristics are 
probably the most important credence attribute for food products (Brunsø et al., 2002).   
For the purpose of this thesis, no effort to categorise product attributes or benefits based on intrinsic 
versus extrinsic, nor experience, credence attributes or search attributes has been made. However, 
the different studies include and combine salient and important attributes or benefits based on the 
purpose of the different studies. For example, the inclusion of attributes will differ depending on 
whether we focus on expectations (benefits) versus perceived experiences, or on packaging (Paper 4), 
sensory product attributes, physical freshness (Paper 3) or convenience (Paper 2). Thus, this study will 
argue for the inclusion of the different characteristics based on their importance and relevance for the 
different purposes of the empirical studies included in this thesis. For example for seafood in general, 
and fresh seafood in particular, the evaluation of food characteristics can be influenced by the type of 
food (Carlucci et al., 2015). However, sensory expectations and experiences, as the most important 
characteristics for food choice (Grunert, 2002) or seafood consumption (Carlucci et al., 2015) is our 
starting point. 
2.3.1  Taste  
Food is particularly associated with sensory characteristics such as taste, odour, texture and visual 
appearance (Aikman et al., 2006; Clark, 1998; Grunert, 2002; Steptoe et al., 1995). Taste is suggested 
to be the most important quality attribute of food (Ophuis & Van Trijp, 1995). When consuming a food 
product there will always be some taste sensation, which can be evaluated. As an informational cue or 
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benefit, taste is mostly promoted to increase expectations about premium quality (‘good’, ‘excellent’, 
‘tasty’), but also to signalise differential values such as sweet, bitter, natural, mild etc.  
Taste is also important in establishing both consumer attitudes and preferences towards luxury or 
premium products (Laurent et al., 2011; Van der Veen, 2003). Evaluation of sensory characteristics is 
influenced also by the eating context such as for example eating a main meal at home compared with 
eating and snacking outside of one’s home (Onwezen et al., 2012). Thus, this thesis focuses on the 
importance of the most important sensory characteristic, taste, both as an informational attribute for 
a specific product (Paper 4) and a food-category attribute (Paper 3 and 5).     
2.3.2 Freshness  
Despite that fish and seafood can be perceived in different ways, only few studies have explored the 
impact of freshness perception on consumers’ choice of seafood (Carlucci et al., 2015). Previous 
literature refers to freshness as a multidimensional construct because consumers evaluate the 
freshness of fish based on both sensory attributes like smell, colour and appearance, and informational 
cues like branding, labelling and product/processing information (Carlucci et al., 2015; Zhang et al., 
2016). Freshness is very important in consumers’ evaluations of perceived quality and satisfaction with 
fish in general and fresh fish in particular (Carlucci et al., 2015; Olsen, 2004). Thus, this thesis puts a 
special emphasis on freshness in Paper 3 and 4 with an intention to explore the importance of 
freshness indicators and shelf life on choice sets in a conjoint experiment (Paper 4). 
2.3.3 Packaging and informational cues  
Previous research has shown that packaging plays an important role in attracting consumer attention 
and formulating consumers’ evaluation of quality (Karimi et al., 2013; Silayoi & Speece, 2007). In the 
context of food packaging, Silayoi and Speece (2004) divided packaging attributes into two main 
categories: visual attributes and informational attributes. Visual attributes consist of graphics, colours, 
placements, photos, sizes and shapes of packaging, whereas informational attributes or cues relate to 
information provided on and technologies used in the packaging. Information attributes on food 
packaging typically consist of labelling and brand information (Silayoi & Speece, 2004), such as the 
product’s technical characteristics, ingredients and serving size, as well as information related to 
recommended uses, cooking instructions, instructions for proper disposal and shelf life (Harcar & 
Karakaya, 2005).  
Following Silayoi and Speece (2007), this thesis (Paper 4) examines shape and colour as the primary 
visual attributes while information regarding taste (Carlucci et al., 2015), convenience (Olsen et al., 
2007) and freshness (statements/shelf life) are used as the primary informational attributes. When 
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developing, testing and profiling the important packaging attributes, it is important to note that not all 
consumers evaluate and value packaging in the same way (Golan et al., 2001; Verbeke, 2008). To 
address this challenge, this thesis (Paper 4) segment the consumers based on preference for different 
packaging attributes using cluster analysis (Hair et al., 1998). 
Labelling a product with information about processing, such as whether a fish product is fresh or 
frozen, can influence consumer evaluation (Altintzoglou et al., 2012). Little is known about how 
different kinds of communication strategies affect consumer perception about fresh, frozen and 
thawed fish products. Thus, in Paper 3, this thesis will explore how different consumer segments react 
to labelling regarding the processing (fresh, frozen or thawed) of cod fillet products. 
2.3.4 Perceived product convenience  
Convenience is believed to be one of the most important determinants of food choice (Steptoe et al., 
1995), including the choice of seafood (Carlucci et al., 2015; Olsen et al., 2007). Convenience represents 
the time and effort saved when preparing or consuming food (Candel, 2001). Meal convenience is 
suggested to be related to different stages in the consumption process (Candel, 2001; Gofton, 1995): 
planning, acquisition/purchasing, preparation, consumption/eating, and disposal. At each stage, 
convenience can play a role, and may differ in its importance between different situational contexts.  
Perceived product convenience refers to convenience as a characteristic or attribute of the food, i.e. 
how consumers evaluate convenience attributes or benefits associated with a specific product, 
product category, or meal solution (Olsen et al., 2007; Steptoe et al., 1995). This thesis includes 
consumers evaluations of perceived convenience (Furst et al., 1996; Olsen et al., 2007) in two studies; 
as an informational cue in Paper 4 (i.e. skin and boneless fish fillets) and as an experience attribute in 
Paper 2 (i.e. experiencing that the meal is convenient to prepare).  
2.3.5 Health benefits 
Health and nutrition are probably the most important credence quality attributes, values or benefits 
for food products in general (Ares & Gámbaro, 2007; Grunert, 2002; Roininen et al., 1999; Pieniak et 
al., 2010), and is one of the main reason for choice of fish and seafood (Carlucci et al., 2015). Health 
has also been found to be one of the most important benefits for consumer segmentation of food 
(Onwezen et al., 2012). In Paper 5, this thesis includes the importance of health benefits in addition to 
other important food characteristics (e.g. food quality and prestige), in order to identify segments of 
food consumers.  
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Health can also be addressed in terms of individual aspects of the consumer, referred to as health 
concern, attitudes or involvement in the literature (Zaichkowsky, 1985; Olsen, 2003; Pieniak at al., 
2010). This thesis will use both approaches. Health involvement will be addressed in a later chapter. 
2.3.6 Prestige benefits 
Research on luxury and prestige consumption behaviour has been an important and growing topic for 
nearly 20 years (Miller & Mills, 2012). However, in the area of food evaluation and food choice, this 
issue is nearly unexplored (Hartmann et al., 2016). Thus, the main focus of Paper 5 is to identify 
consumer segments based on the importance of food quality and prestige benefits when buying food 
for a special occasion such as dinner party with friends.   
Prestige is a subjective evaluative judgement about the prestige status of people or products (Hanzaee 
& Taghipourian, 2012: Vigneron & Johnson, 1999). Different theories have been developed to identify 
or assess how consumers develop prestige benefits for products based upon interactions with people 
(social, prestige, extended self, power or similar benefits), product properties (functional benefits; 
quality and uniqueness), individual motives (hedonic or emotional benefits) and 
conspicuousness/price (Brun & Castelli, 2013; O’Cass & Frost, 2002; Vigneron & Johnson, 1999; 
Wiedmann et al., 2007). Thus, prestige is a subjective and multidimensional construct, but the number 
of dimensions and their theoretical and conceptual foundations vary in the literature (see for example 
Miller and Mills (2012) review of definitions and dimensions of luxury or prestige brands).  
Two of the main conceptual frameworks for assessing the underlying benefits or motives for buying 
prestigious products or brands are Vigneron and Johnson (2004) and Wiedmann et al. (2007). This 
thesis will not test the dimensionality of prestige and luxury benefits per se, but includes five important 
and relevant motivational factors and some of their benefits, values or attributes as a basis for 
consumer segmentation (Wiedmann et al., 2009) when buying food for a dinner party with friends. 
Those five benefits are perceived quality benefits, uniqueness benefits, hedonic benefits, price 
benefits and social benefits, and included with traditional food benefits (e.g. taste, quality and health) 
in the cluster (segmentation) analysis performed in Paper 5. 
2.4 Characteristics of the context 
Contextual factors include reference to physical, social, temporal, and other aspects of settings 
(Marshall, 1993; Meiselman, 1996). Researchers often use different terms to describe the consumption 
context such as situation, setting and occasion. The effect of the context in which food are consumed 
is well documented in the literature (see Meiselman, 2007, for a review). However, there is little 
consensus regarding how it effects the evaluation (Boutrolle et al., 2007). Contextual factors can 
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influence both consumers’ food choices and evaluation, and differ among individuals (Daniels et al., 
2012; Edwards et al., 2003; King et al., 2007; Onwezen et al., 2012).  
2.4.1 Test situation and survey mode 
In the later years a growing body of literature has shown how test situational variables can influence 
how consumers evaluate food products (Edwards et al., 2003; King et al., 2004; Meiselman, 1996; 
2007). The most widely used method of testing products is the standardised situation test, such as 
laboratory tests or central location tests. Such tests are suggested to have high internal validity, but 
lower external validity (Van Trijp & Schifferstein, 1995). The alternative is to conduct product testing 
in surroundings that are more natural to the consumer. The most common method of performing such 
tests is home use tests or tests in real canteens or restaurants. One major drawback of testing in 
natural surroundings is the introduction of uncontrollable experimental conditions, which causes this 
kind of product testing to have low internal validity. When comparing natural with standardised 
situations, many factors may potentially affect the results and explain differences in product 
evaluation. Freedom to choose the moment of consumption, the way in which products are eaten, 
influence of food combination, and social interaction are just a few factors that can be different in 
standardised and natural eating situations (Boutrolle et al., 2007).  
Theories on measurement context effects in survey research suggest that perceptions of a stimulus 
are not fixed, but depend on the context in which they are grounded (Schwartz and Sudman, 1992). 
There have been numerous studies of how the mode of survey data collection affects the answers that 
respondents give (Tourangeau et al. 2000). For example, expectations are more likely to influence 
answers in interview surveys than those that use self-administration because of the presence of an 
interviewer (Tourangeau et al. 2000). This thesis tests different locations (at home and in a canteen) 
where the respondents make their evaluation. One possible explanation of why test location influences 
consumers’ product evaluation can be based on differences in the context or mode of the survey 
situation (Boutrolle et al., 2007). Thus, this thesis contributes to the literature by determining whether 
potential differences in evaluations are due to a context on behaviour effect or a context on survey 
answering effect. The former allows for a regular comparison of evaluations between different eating 
situations, whereas the latter makes such comparisons difficult (Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). 
The thesis will investigate differences in attitudes and intention as evaluative measures in two different 
research situations: at home and in a canteen setting (Paper 1).  
2.4.2 Time use 
Time has been recognised as an important situational factor in consumer behaviour (Belk, 1975). Time 
is studied from different perspectives, such as how consumers perceive time (Graham, 1981; Mantel 
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& Kellaris, 2003), or use their time (Strober & Weinberg, 1980). How consumers value and use their 
time depend on both contextual characteristics and characteristics with the person involved (Leclerc 
et al., 1995). In a food context, time is an important factor in explaining the attitude and evaluation of 
meals and food products (Candel, 2001; Jaeger & Meiselman, 2004; Mantel & Kellaris, 2003). This 
thesis defines time use as the subjective duration of the time it takes to prepare a food product for 
consumption. The subjective duration of the tasks in the preparation process may influence outcomes 
such as evaluations, satisfaction and consequent behaviours (Dube-Rioux et al., 1989; Taylor, 1994). 
When consumers buy, prepare, consume and dispose of food products, they may have information 
(e.g. recipes or information provided on the products) or general expectations about time use. Based 
on the expectation-disconfirmation approach (Oliver, 1980), one can expect that a higher time use 
than expected may negatively affect the overall evaluation of the product. Thus, this thesis investigates 
whether time use is negatively related to the evaluation of a product (Paper 2). 
Sometimes, consumers try to minimise time use through the purchase of convenience products 
(Jacoby et al., 1976). Within the service literature, time has been found to influence the perception of 
convenience (Gagliano & Hathcote, 1994). In food consumption behaviour, convenience is largely 
explained by products that are fast and easy to provide, prepare, serve, and eat (Candel, 2001). Thus, 
the less time and effort spent preparing a meal, the more convenient the consumer will perceive the 
meal to be. This thesis explores whether time use is negatively related to perceived convenience (Paper 
2). 
Time is a major resource in co-production (Etgar, 2008). In general, the more complex a co-production 
process is, the more time the consumer will need to complete the process. To be able to produce a 
satisfactory result, the consumer must use the time necessary to complete the product or service. 
Consumers receive both psychological and economic benefits when engaging in co-production 
activities (Lusch et al., 2007). The more time a consumer spends on a co-production activity, the higher 
the probability that the consumer will reach a satisfactory result of the co-production. Thus, this thesis 
investigates whether time use is positively related to satisfaction with co-production (Paper 2). 
2.4.3 Special meal occasions 
Previous studies have shown that different consumption moments, especially the time of the day, type 
of meal and meal occasion can influence consumers’ choices and acceptance (Hanzaee & Taghipourian, 
2012; Piqueras-Fiszman & Jaeger, 2014; Rappoportet al., 2001; Rozin & Tuorila, 1993; Van der Veen, 
2003). In a similar way, the social situation in which food is consumed can affect food choice and 
perception (King et al., 2004; King et al., 2007). Recent segmentation studies have emphasised the 
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importance of segmenting consumers in the food domain on the basis of consumers’ motives for food 
choice in everyday contexts or without context specification (Onwezen et al., 2012).  
Food and prestige benefits for special occasions have not received much attention in the literature 
(Hartmann et al., 2016). Thus consumers may emphasise the importance of benefits for unique, 
prestigious or special occasions differently compared to daily or regular occasions (Piqueras-Fiszman 
& Jaeger, 2015a; Van der Veen, 2003; Hanzaee & Taghipourian, 2012; Vigneron & Johnson, 2004). This 
thesis will contribute to the existing literature on benefit segmentation (Onwezen et al., 2012; Verain 
et al., 2016) in a high involvement meal context (dinner party with friends) by identifying segments 
based on the importance of consumer evaluation of food quality and prestige benefits and values 
(Paper 5).  
2.5  Characteristics of the individual 
Consumers have different personalities, personal values, needs, attitudes, motivations, goals, 
preferences, perceptions and other individual characteristics. Those individual differences influence 
evaluation and choice of food products, and reflect what is salient and meaningful to individuals based 
on needs and preferences derived from psychological and physiological traits (Furst et al., 1996). This 
thesis includes several individual difference variables, but has a particular focus on knowledge, co-
production and trust in some salient object or behaviour under investigation (e.g. information sources 
and meal preparation). In addition, some studies include relevant indicators of differences in 
consumers’ evaluation and behaviour (knowledge, involvement and behavioural indicators) 
(Steenkamp, 1997; Story et al., 2002).    
2.5.1 Knowledge 
Consumer knowledge is a multidimensional construct involving the familiarity and expertise the 
consumer has with a product (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987). Responses to information can be related also 
to the consumers’ knowledge, including both objective (actual) knowledge and subjective (perceived) 
knowledge as shown for fish (Pieniak et al., 2006; Pieniak et al., 2007). Previous studies have shown 
that subjective knowledge is more strongly associated with behaviour than actual (objective) 
knowledge (Pieniak et al., 2010; Verbeke et al., 2007). This thesis will examine differences between 
French consumer segments regarding objective and subjective knowledge (Paper 3). 
Knowledge is also connected to perceived convenience (Berry et al., 2002) and time use (Alba and 
Hutchinson, 1987). Perceived convenience is not only an attribute of the products, but also the capacity 
of consumers to employ particular resources such as knowledge and expertise, as well as simply time 
available (Gofton, 1995). Within the field of food studies, Candel (2001) argues that transference of 
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expertise leads to the saving of time and effort in meal preparation. Several studies indicate that the 
knowledge of how to prepare meals at home is declining in several countries (Jaffe & Gertler, 2006). 
Consumers buy convenience food not only because they have less time and more money, but also 
because they lack skills and knowledge in meal preparation (Buckley et al., 2005). In this sense products 
and services offer more convenience by saving cognitive efforts (Berry et al., 2002). This thesis 
examines whether knowledge is positively related to perceived convenience and negatively related to 
time use (Paper 2). 
2.5.2 Involvement  
Involvement refers to the personal relevance and importance attached to an object based on inherent 
needs, values and interests (Zaichkowsky, 1985). Thus, involvement as a motivational construct can be 
associated with different objects or activities in the same way as consumer attitudes discussed above. 
Consumers differ in their interests and involvement in food in general (Marshall & Bell, 2004), and fish 
in particular (Olsen, 2001). They differ in their involvement to buy or consume healthy food (Verbeke 
& Vackier, 2005) and prestige products (Vigneron & Johnson, 1999). For example, Sapp and Jensen 
(1998) tested the health belief model for its ability to predict actual dietary quality and behaviour. Of 
the 15 independent variables, product and health involvement (consciousness) were the most 
important determinants. In the case of fish, involvement in both health and fish influence frequency 
of product usage and preference (Carlucci et al., 2015; Juhl & Poulsen, 2000; Olsen, 2003).  
Finally, prestige products have been used as an example of extreme-end high-involvement decision 
making. The assumption is that prestige products are infrequently purchased and require a higher level 
of involvement than normal products (Vigneron & Johnson, 1999). This thesis will investigate how 
segments based on preference for packaging characteristics and food and prestige benefits relate to 
their involvement in health, seafood and luxury (Paper 4, 5) 
2.5.3 Co-production  
Within the marketing literature, on line of research focuses on the degree to which consumers actively 
participate in producing and delivering a product or a service; this is termed co-production of value 
(Auh et al., 2007; Etgar, 2008; Lusch et al., 2007; Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Active participation implies that 
consumers use both mental and physical resources to co-produce the value or performance of a 
product or service. The psychical and mental effort involved in the process includes activities like 
planning and assembling the inputs and evaluating the various aspects of the process and its outputs 
(Xie et al., 2008). Co-production of food typically involves meal preparation which includes the 
acquisition, combination, transformation, and presentation of food in order to produce various kinds 
of nutritional and psychosocial values (Xie et al., 2008).  
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As previously explained (chapter 2.3.1) food products are tested in various test situations, such as 
standardised and natural eating situations. When comparing different test situations, one factor that 
can differ is whether the consumers are required to prepare the food themselves. In contrast to 
laboratory or central location tests, food preparation in home use tests is usually done by the 
consumers themselves, involving the individuals’ knowledge and skill or expertise at preparing food 
(Alba & Hutchinson, 1987).  
In the home situation, satisfaction with the co-production or preparation of the food may be of vital 
importance (Boutrolle et al., 2005). Satisfaction has been defined and operationalised in various ways 
(Yi, 1990). One of the more recent definitions of satisfaction as a composite construct was developed 
by Oliver (1997) who proposed it to be ‘the consumer’s fulfilment response, the degree to which the 
level of fulfilment is pleasant or unpleasant’ (p. 28). Consumer satisfaction is an emotional or cognitive 
response based on personal experience with a particular product (Giese & Cote, 2000) or process such 
as co-production (Bendapudi & Leone, 2003). Consumers compare their pre-consumption 
expectations and post-consumption perceived and experienced quality, and form their satisfaction 
response (Oliver, 1993). Food preparation requires the consumer to use time and effort, factors that 
also have been proven to influence consumer evaluations of food (Candel, 2001). Thus this thesis 
investigates if and how satisfaction with preparation (co-production) influences evaluative outcomes 
(Paper 1). 
Previous studies have shown that co-production is an important determinant of the evaluation of a 
product or service (Bendapudi & Leone, 2003; Auh et al., 2007; Olsen et al., 2007; Xie et al., 2008). The 
evaluation of the product or service is dependent on the attitude towards and outcome of the co-
production process (Bendapudi & Leone, 2003; Xie et al., 2008). This thesis explores whether 
participation in the co-production process affects the overall evaluation of the product positively 
(Paper 2).  
The more convenient a product is to prepare, the less skill and effort is required in the co-production 
of the product (Gofton, 1995; Jaffe & Gertler, 2006). Accordingly, one could expect that the perceived 
level of convenience in the preparation of a meal will increase the satisfaction with the co-production 
effort. Thus, this thesis investigates if perceived convenience is positively related to satisfaction with 
co-production (Paper 2). 
Co-production requires the consumer to use their knowledge linked to the specific tasks that are being 
performed (Lusch et al., 1992). This implies that knowledge can be important for the success of the co-
production effort in the food context. This implies that the total performance of the product may be 
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evaluated differently, depending on the success or failure of the co-production process. This thesis 
investigates if knowledge is positively related to satisfaction with co-production of the product (Paper 
2).   
2.5.4 Trust and use of information 
Consumers’ choice of products can be influenced by the source of information about the product. 
Information on different food topics and nutrition is available from a wide variety of different sources 
(for example mass media, producers, retailer, authorities and scientists). There is evidence that 
consumers use different information sources in different situations, depending on the product choice 
faced, the type of information being communicated and the type of potential issue or hazard in 
question (Gutteling & Wiegman, 1996; Jungermann et al., 1996; Richardson et al., 1994). Information 
addressed to consumers must be reliable and trustworthy (Salaün & Flores, 2001). Pieniak et al. (2007) 
showed that consumers in Europe did not trust all information sources about fish. This thesis uses trust 
and use of information about fish to identify consumer segments in France (Paper 3). 
2.5.5 Behavioural indicators  
This thesis focuses mainly on similarities and differences in consumer evaluation of food products. 
However, evaluation or attitudes are suggested to influence consumer’s behavioural decisions, choice 
and loyalty (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010; Oliver, 2010; Steptoe et al., 1995). In this thesis, behavioural 
indicators describe an individual’s past behaviour or an individual’s inclination to perform a specific 
behaviour in the future.  
Consumption frequency is a direct measurement of behaviour and it has been included in previous 
studies regarding seafood consumption (for a recent review, see Carlucci et al., 2015). Consumption 
frequency has also been used in a number of studies to profile different fish consumer segments 
(Brunsø et al., 2009; Verbeke et al., 2007). Storage behaviour in this thesis is the amount of days a 
consumer stores fish in the refrigerator or freezer after it is bought. This indicator was included in 
Paper 3 based on a pre-study (focus group) where consumers reported that they were unsure about 
the amount of days thawed fish (as compared to fresh fish) could be stored in the refrigerator or 
freezer after it was bought. In the same study, use of information cues as how often a consumer uses 
information cues on the package or supermarket shelf/fresh fish counter, is included.  
Thus, this thesis uses consumption frequency (Paper 4), storage behaviour and use of information 
(Paper 3) as profiling variables. 
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Willingness to pay has been defined as the maximum amount of money a consumer is willing to spend 
on a product or service (Cameron & James, 1987). It is a measure of the value an individual assigns to 
a consumption or usage experience in monetary units. Despite the importance of price related issues 
in studies on consumer evaluation, few studies have investigated the link between consumer 
evaluation and willingness to pay (Anderson, 1996, Homburg et al., 2005). Willingness to pay can be 
used also as a consumer segment profiling variable (Breidert et al., 2006). Accordingly, this thesis uses 
willingness to pay as a profiling variable in Paper 4 and Paper 5.     
3 Methodological issues 
Data analysis in this thesis consists of 3 main methodologies: Structural equation modelling (Paper 1, 
2), cluster analysis (Paper 3–5) and conjoint analysis (Paper 4).   
3.1 Structural equation modelling  
Structural equation modelling (SEM) is a tool for analysing multivariate data that has been long known 
in marketing and consumer behaviour to be especially appropriate for construct validation and theory 
testing (e.g. Bagozzi, 1980). In recent years, it has frequently been used in food science and to assess 
and modelling food attitudes and consumption behaviour. There are several advantages of using SEM 
(MacKenzie, 2001). Perhaps the most important advantage is the ability to take measurement error 
into account. This is important because most measures used in consumer research reflect not only the 
construct they are intended to represent, but also random and systematic measurement error. 
Another advantage is that SEM has the potential to fundamentally improve experimental research in 
the field. This is partly because measurement error can be taken into account. This is especially true 
for the kinds of variables frequently examined in consumer research experiments (e.g. beliefs, 
emotions, attitudes, satisfaction, involvement, product knowledge etc.). Another advantage of SEM is 
the ability to compare complex theoretical models, involving whole systems of conceptual 
relationships. A final advantage of SEM is that it has the potential to improve scale development in the 
field by providing statistical tests of construct dimensionality, new indices of construct/item reliability, 
and more rigorous procedures for evaluating discriminant validity (MacKenzie, 2001). 
The first step in the analytic procedure for Paper 1 and 2 was to use confirmatory factor analysis in 
order to confirm that each indicator reflects the intended construct (convergent validity) and that the 
constructs are distinct from each other. The hypotheses were then tested using SEM, which enables 




In order to conduct meaningful comparisons between consumers in the two different test situations 
in Paper 1, we had to test whether the measurement of two constructs (global evaluation and 
intention) yielded measurement of the same attributes in the different groups (Horn and McArdle, 
1992). This is commonly referred to as measurement invariance. Using the guidelines suggested by 
Steenkamp and Baumgartner (1998), the cross-group invariance of the two measurement models was 
assessed in a multigroup analysis to determine whether they were invariant. Scalar invariance has been 
considered a requirement for making a meaningful comparison of mean scores between groups, 
cultures, or nations (e.g. Eertmans et al., 2006). When this is not performed, it is difficult to decide 
whether differences in means are caused by true differences in the underlying construct or merely by 
group-specific bias (e.g. differences in the way people from different groups respond to certain items). 
In order to evaluate the goodness of fit of the models, the traditional ² (chi-square) fit test is reported. 
However, because it has been recognised as an inappropriate test for a large sample size (Browne & 
Cudeck, 1992), three other indices are also included: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 
(RMSEA), Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI), and Comparative Fit Index (CFI). Acceptable model fits are 
indicated by NNFI and CFI values exceeding 0.90, and RMSEA values below 0.08 represent a moderate 
fit, while values less than 0.05 are considered good (Browne and Cudeck, 1992). The data was analysed 
using LISREL 8.72.  
3.2 Cluster analysis 
Cluster analysis is a statistical method for classification. The primary use of cluster analysis in marketing 
has been for market segmentation (Punj & Stewart, 1983). All segmentation research, regardless of 
the method used, is designed to identify groups of objects (individuals, markets, organisations) that 
share certain common characteristics (attitudes, product characteristics, individual characteristics, 
etc.). Unlike other statistical methods for classification, such as discriminant analysis and automatic 
interaction detection, cluster analysis makes no prior assumptions about important differences within 
a population (Punj & Stewart, 1983). The selection of appropriate clustering algorithms (i.e. the rules 
or procedures followed to sort observations) is critical to the effective use of cluster analysis (Punj & 
Stewart, 1983). There are two basic types of algorithms: hierarchical and nonhierarchical. Hierarchical 
algorithms progress through a series of steps that build a tree-like structure by either adding individual 
elements to (i.e. agglomerative) or deleting them from (i.e. divisive) clusters. Nonhierarchical 
algorithms partition a data set into a prespecified number of clusters (Ketchen & Shook, 1996).  
In Paper 3, cluster analysis was preformed to identify groups based on differences in use of and trust 
in information sources regarding fish freshness. A hierarchic cluster analysis based on Ward’s method 
was performed in order to identify the appropriate level of clusters. In Paper 4, hierarchical cluster 
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analysis of the part-worth utilities for each attribute level was utilised to identify the specific clusters 
or segments. In Paper 5 two-step cluster analysis of the benefits for everyday dinner was utilised to 
identify specific clusters or segments with similar responses to the measured variables. This method 
allows the stability and the validity of the cluster solution to be generated (Hair et al., 2010). According to 
this method, log-likelihood option is chosen for distance measure and Schwarz’s Bayesian Criterion (BIC) as 
the determinant of the number of clusters. 
3.3 Conjoint analysis 
Conjoint analysis is a research technique used to evaluate factors that influence consumers’ product 
preferences, trade-offs and, therefore, purchasing decisions (Green et al., 2001). More specifically, 
conjoint analysis studies the affinity of consumers towards specific configurations of product 
attributes. When considering the attributes and levels, these should be carefully chosen to best 
represent what would be realistic in the market (Gil & Sanchez, 1997). The relative importance of each 
attribute can be identified and compared to other attributes of one or more products. The results of 
the conjoint analysis can help identify the market segments between consumers with similar affinities 
towards one or more product attributes (Hair et al., 1998).  
In Paper 3, conjoint analysis was applied to determine how individual consumers evaluate the different 
attribute levels of the packaging of fresh cod. This approach allowed the estimation of individual 
attribute levels on the overall utility of fresh cod, especially for the specific configuration of attributes 
in the present study (Green & Krieger, 1991; Lee et al., 2007). This study was designed using Sawtooth 
SSI Web 8.4.6 software, and it consisted of six attributes (4 informational and 2 visual) in a 3 × 3 × 2 × 
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Abstract 
Purpose - This study aims to identify consumer segments based on the importance of food quality and 
prestige benefits when buying food for a special occasion; dinner party with friends.  
Design/methodology/approach - Using cluster analysis, the importance of food quality benefits (quality, 
taste and health) and prestige benefits (prestige quality, hedonic, uniqueness, price and social) were 
investigated. The consumer segments were profiled using individual consumer characteristics 
(involvement in luxury, willingness to pay and socio-demographics).  
Findings - This study found that food quality benefits are the most important benefits when buying food 
for a party with friends and identified four distinct consumer segments based on 20 different food 
quality and prestige benefits: Perfectionists, Premium, Luxury seeking and Value focused. Three of the 
four consumer segments (Perfectionists, Premium and Luxury seeking) find traditional food quality 
benefits important but differ in the importance they attribute to the different prestige benefits. The 
Value focused segment is not driven by prestige consumption but wants high quality at an affordable 
price.  
Research limitation/implications - This study demonstrates that consumers are driven by different food 
and prestige benefits when buying food for a special occasion. 
Orginality/value - This study suggest some important differences between Premium consumers, looking 
for food quality and hedonic benefits, and Luxury seeking, with a relatively higher focus on prestige 
quality, uniqueness  and social benefits. This study also identifies a significant distinction between 
Perfectionists and Value focused consumers. Both segments are focused on food quality benefits but 
differ in their focus on value and prestige benefits.  





This study focuses on the use of food quality and prestige-based benefits as the basis of 
consumer segmentation for buying food for a special occasion, a dinner party with family or friends. 
Consumer benefits, which are the desires, preferences or expectations that consumers seek to fulfil 
when purchasing or consuming a product, have been suggested as one of the most important means of 
identifying different consumer food segments (Onwezen et al., 2012). The importance that consumers 
attribute to different product benefits is an indication of the motives underlying their product choices. 
Benefits are suggested to be better predictors of consumer behaviour than personality, value, lifestyle, 
volumetric, demographic or geographic measures (Myers, 1996). Despite the theoretical and strategical 
relevance of benefit segmentation, it is rarely applied in the food domain (Onwezen et al., 2012).  
Prestige is a subjective evaluative judgement about the prestige status of people or products 
(Hanzaee and Taghipourian, 2012; Vigneron & Johnson, 1999). Generally, prestige products have been 
used as an example of extreme high-end, high-involvement decision making. Even though the concept of 
prestige can mean different things to different consumers, it has been assumed that prestige products 
are infrequently bought, require a higher level of involvement and knowledge and strongly relate to the 
individual’s self-concept (Vigneron & Johnson, 1999). Existing literature divides prestige products and 
brands into a hierarchical order, but both the number of levels and the categorisation criteria vary. For 
example, Vigneron & Johnson (1999) defined three levels of prestige for brands, products or services: 
luxury, premium and upmarket, including a lower level for other types of brands. Kapferer (2008) 
included ‘The Griffe’ and Corbelini & Savilo (2009) included ‘Supreme Luxury’ at the top of the prestige 
hierarchy. This study defines prestige as a continuum from low to high importance of benefits associated 
with buying food for a high-involvement occasion. 
Different theories have been developed to identify or assess how consumers develop prestige 
values for products based on interactions with people (social, prestige, extended self, power or similar 
benefits), product properties (functional benefits; quality and uniqueness), individual motives (hedonic 
or emotional benefits) and conspicuousness/price (Brun & Castelli, 2013; O ' Cass & Frost, 2002; 
Vigneron & Johnson, 1999; Wiedmann et al., 2007). Thus, prestige is a subjective and multidimensional 
construct; however, the number of dimensions and their theoretical and conceptual foundations vary in 
the literature (see for example, Miller and Mill’s (2012) review of the definitions and dimensions of 
luxury or prestige brands). This study adapts two of the main conceptual frameworks (Vigneron & 
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Johnson, 2004; Wiedmann et al., 2007) to assess the underlying benefits or motives for buying 
prestigious products or brands. 
Which foods consumers prefer and eat are highly influenced by the context, situation or 
occasion (Meiselman, 1996). Recent segmentation studies have emphasised the importance of 
segmenting consumers in the food domain based on consumers’ motives for food choice in everyday 
contexts or without contextual specification (Onwezen et al., 2012). However, food benefits for special 
occasions have not received much attention in the literature. Thus, consumers may emphasise the 
importance of benefits for unique, prestigious or special occasions differently compared with daily or 
regular occasions (Piqueras-Fiszman & Jaeger, 2015; Van der Veen, 2003; Hanzaee and Taghipourian, 
2012; Vigneron & Johnson, 2004). Thus, this study will contribute to the existing literature on benefit 
segmentation (Onwezen et al., 2012; Verain et al., 2016) in a high-involvement meal context by 
identifying segments based on the importance of consumer evaluation of food quality and prestige 
benefits and values. How do consumers differ in their perceived prestige product benefits compared 
with more traditional food benefits? Which benefits are most important when consumers want to buy 
food for preparing dinner for a special occasion (dinner party with friends)? How are the segments 
related to their involvement in luxury food products, willingness to pay (WTP) for a premium product 
and demographics?  
 
2 Theoretical background 
 
2.1 Conceptual framework 
 
This study uses perceived benefits as an assessment of consumers’ pre-purchase expectations 
(Smith & Deppa, 2009). Prior to consumption, such as going into a store to buy ingredients for home 
meal consumption, consumers base the attribute evaluation on expected benefits from products they 
consider and buy. Expected attribute performance, values or benefits represent their means linked 
towards their attitudes, goals and need fulfilment through a set of expectations and consequences 
made relevant by an underlying value system (Gutman, 1982). These evaluations differ from specific 
post-purchase satisfaction judgements where consumers make their judgements based on real 
experience of the attributes and their ability to deliver the desired outcome (Smith & Deppa, 2009). In 
addition, benefit segmentation literature (e.g. Haley, 1984) relies on the notion that although all 
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consumers may like or prefer all benefits, the relative importance they attach to individual benefits is 
evaluated differently.  
Prestige and luxury are often synonymously used in brand marketing literature (Miller & Mills, 
2012; Vigneron & Johnson, 2004). As multidimensional constructs, there is little agreement regarding 
how to define, understand and measure prestige or luxury products, brands or services. Two of the most 
used theoretical frameworks for assessing the underlying benefits or motives for buying prestigious 
products or brands are Vigneron & Johnson’s (2004) Brand Luxury Index scale (BLI) and Wiedmann et al. 
(2007) model of Consumers’ Perceived Value (CPV). In their review and conceptual framework of 
prestige-seeking consumer behaviour, Vigneron and Johnson (1999) drew a distinction between three 
interpersonal values (conspicuousness, uniqueness and social) and two personal values (emotional and 
quality). These ideas were later developed into a framework for assessing perceptions of brand luxury 
based on five dimensions of values: conspicuousness, uniqueness, quality, hedonic and extended self. 
Wiedmann et al. (2007) expanded the BLI framework by suggesting four latent dimensions: financial 
value (price), functional value (usability, quality and uniqueness), individual value (self-identity, hedonic 
and materialism) and social value (conspicuousness and prestige).  
Recent research suggests that the dimensionality of prestige and luxury brands is not stable 
across cultures, segments, products, brands and services (e.g. Christodoulides et al., 2009) and is highly 
influenced by individual perception and what individuals’ value (Brun & Castelli, 2013). Prestige values 
or benefits as a theoretical framework for the evaluation or choice of food products is rarely discussed 
in food science literature (Van der Veen, 2003). This study will not test the dimensionality of prestige 
and luxury values or benefits per se, but it includes five motivational factors and some of their benefits, 
values or attributes as a basis for consumer segmentation (Wiedmann et al., 2009), which we believe 
are the most relevant for this study context. These benefits are perceived quality benefits, uniqueness 
benefits, hedonic benefits, price benefits and social benefits. Figure 1 is a visual presentation of our 






Figure 1: The conceptual model for the identification of benefits of overall prestige 
2.2 Perceived quality benefits 
 
Consumer behaviour literature defines perceived quality as the consumer’s judgement about a 
product’s overall excellence or superiority (Zeithaml, 1988). According to Zeithaml (1988) higher 
standard of quality is an essential part of prestige consumption because superiority or excellence can 
broadly define quality. Previous studies on prestige consumption often emphasise the importance of 
quality to ensure perceptions of luxury (Rao and Monroe, 1989; Roux, 1995). In studies on luxury and 
prestige, perceived quality is defined and measured as the superior quality characteristics of a product 
or brand (Vigneron & Johnson, 2004) and, at a higher level, is compared with premium or excellent 
quality (Vigneron & Johnson, 1999). This study defines quality on two levels. The first is the consumer’s 
evaluation of the salient quality benefits of food products (e.g. taste and health), which represent more 
traditional perspectives on food quality benefits (Brunsø et al., 2002). The second includes associations 



















As an attitudinal construct, the perceived quality of food is particularly associated with sensory 
benefits or attributes such as taste, odour, texture and visual appearance (Aikman et al., 2006; Clark, 
1998; Grunert et al., 2000; Steptoe et al., 1995). Several studies have found that taste is most important 
for consumers’ choice of food products (Cardello & Schutz, 2003; Roininen et al., 1999). Taste is also 
important in establishing both consumer attitudes and preferences towards luxury products (Laurent et 
al., 2011; Van der Veen, 2003). Perception of taste is also influenced by the eating context such as eating 
a main meal at home compared with eating and snacking outside one’s home (Onwezen et al., 2012). 
While taste is considered to be the most important experienced quality benefit of food choice (Ophuis & 
Van Trijp, 1995), health and nutrition are probably the most important credence quality attributes, 
values or benefits (Ares & Gámbaro, 2007; Roininen et al., 1999; Pieniak et al., 2010). Health has also 
been found to be one of the most important benefits for consumer segmentation of food (Onwezen et 
al., 2012).  
Consumption context can also influence the importance of healthiness for food choice. Owensen 
et al. (2012) found that health-related benefits are more important for main meals compared with 
snacks. Neumark-Sztainer et al. (2000) found that adolescents are more motivated to eat healthy food 
when eating dinner with their family than alone or with friends. Finally, special occasions, such as 
holidays and parties, can lead to a choice of more unhealthy food (Furst et al., 1996; Hesketh et al., 
2005). Thus, this study uses quality, taste, health and nutrition as specific indicators of perceived food 
quality benefits when buying food for special occasions. In addition, and in accordance with definitions 
and assessment of perceived quality of luxury and perceived prestige products or brands, we include 
superior, sophisticated and luxurious as perceived prestige quality benefits (Vigneron & Johnson, 2004).  
2.3 Hedonic benefits 
 
Hedonic consumption can be defined as products that generate emotional arousal (Mano & 
Oliver, 1993) and with benefits that are evaluated primarily on aesthetics, taste, symbolic meaning and 
sensory experience (Holbrook & Moore, 1981). Hedonic, affective and emotional benefits are gaining 
importance for differential advantage in food markets because most products are similar with respect to 
quality, convenience and price (Schifferstein et al., 2013; den Uijl et al., 2014). Research in the field of 
prestige consumption has revealed that prestige products are likely to provide such subjective hedonic 
benefits as fun, enjoyment, pleasure, gratification or similar emotions (Dubois and Laurent, 1994). 
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Furthermore, research on prestige consumption has repeatedly identified sensory pleasure and 
gratification with luxury value and consumption (Vigneron & Johnson, 2004).  
It has been suggested that the consumption context influences consumers’ feelings of affect, 
mood and emotion (Desmet & Schifferstein, 2008; Richins, 1997) and affects their food choices 
(Hartwell et al., 2013). For example, consumers evaluate their hedonic feelings for food differently 
depending on whether it is consumed as breakfast on a weekend morning, afternoon break snack on a 
weekday or after a dinner at home in good company (Piqueras-Fiszman & Jaeger, 2014a; 2014b).  How 
enjoyable consumers remember food to have been has also been demonstrated to be a significant 
predictor of food choice and perception (Piqueras-Fiszman & Jaeger, 2015; Robinson et al., 2012). 
Affective or emotional food benefits have also been used as a basis for identifying consumer food 
segments (Onwezen et al., 2012; Verhoef, 2005), as well as for providing segments of prestige 
consumption in general (Wiedmann et al., 2009). Thus, it is reasonable to expect that consumer 
expectations of hedonism in the form of fun and excitement can be important for understanding 
consumers’ motivation to buy products for a special meal occasion. 
2.4 Perceived uniqueness 
 
Besides quality and hedonic value, uniqueness is an important benefit or value of prestige and 
perceived luxury value (Miller & Mills, 2012; Vigneron & Johnson, 1999; 2004; Wiedmann et al., 2007). 
Uniqueness can be defined as an individual’s need for pursuing products or services that differentiate 
them from others by enhancing self-image and social status (Tian et al., 2001). In prestige literature, 
uniqueness is based on the assumption that perceptions of exclusivity and rareness of the product 
increase a consumer’s desire or preference for it (Verhallen, 1982; Lynn, 1991). Furthermore, this 
desirability increases when the product is also perceived as expensive (Groth & McDaniel, 1993; 
Verhallen & Robben, 1994). Therefore, the more unique, exclusive and expensive a product is perceived 
to be compared with normal standards, the more valuable it becomes in terms of prestige (Verhallen & 
Robben, 1994; Tian et al., 2001). Uniqueness is also important for special occasion products, in contrast 
to everyday products (Pocheptsova et al., 2010). Thus, one important motivation when buying products 
for special occasions can be to look for unique and exclusive products that enhance the prestige motives 




2.5 Price exclusivity benefits 
 
Exclusive price is an important benefit, attribute or value of prestige products and services 
(Vigneron & Johnson, 2004; Wiedmann et al., 2007). A high price gives products the value of 
conspicuousness, power, status and uniqueness because not all consumers can afford it even though 
they desire the product (Vigneron & Johnson, 1999). Many authors have demonstrated that the high or 
exclusive price of a product also works as a signal for consumer perception of high and exclusive quality 
or prestige (Erickson & Johansson, 1985). For example, one of the most important consumer 
associations with luxury restaurants is the high price of food (Lee & Hwang, 2011).  
Consumers’ perceptions and concerns regarding price are also important for consumer 
segmentation of prestige products and services in general (Dubois et al., 2005) as well as for food (Olsen 
et al., 2009). Furthermore, consumers purchasing for a special occasion, such as a party, claim to buy 
more expensive premium labels as reassurance that the food they serve is of high quality (Wells et al., 
2007). Parties, weddings, holidays and birthdays are typical contexts of high-end food consumption 
where more expensive food is used either to enhance or to establish social relations (Van der Veen, 
2003) and to express social status or power (Dietler & Hayden, 2001). Thus, this study includes 
expensive in addition to the traditional regular (‘fair’) price as a basis for assessing premium price 
benefits as a motive for buying products for special meal occasions. 
2.6 Social benefits 
 
Consumption of prestige products appears to have a strong social dimension, as consumers 
often acquire products to impress others, to be popular or to be a member of their social reference 
groups (Kim, 1998; Vigneron & Johnson, 1999; Wiedmann et al., 2007). ‘Veblen’, ‘snob’, ‘bandwagon’ 
and ‘symbol’ effects are terms used to express individuals’ motivations to consume conspicuously and to 
increase their social popularity and social status. Findings reveal that luxury products consumed in public 
are more likely to be perceived as prestigious and conspicuous than privately consumed luxury goods 
(Vigneron & Johnson, 2004). Hence, a person may buy less prestige food products during the week to 
enhance their family’s position or identity and more prestige food products during the weekend by 
visiting a gourmet restaurant to match their social position towards their neighbourhood or friends. For 
example, the nature of the social occasion can be of major importance for wine choice (Hall et al., 2001). 
In addition, buying high-priced luxury products can influence individuals’ feelings of guilt (Hagtvedt & 
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Patrick, 2016). However, this may feel different when serving prestige food to friends and families at 
parties, weddings, birthdays and other special occasions.   
In prestige segmentation research, previous research suggests that some consumer segments 
focus on social prestige benefits as the most important for luxury consumption (Wiedmann et al., 2009). 
Thus, this study expects that social benefits in the form of achieving popularity, prestige, status and 
showing who they are can explain consumers’ motivation to buy meals consumed in the presence of 
other people at a special occasion (Rozin, 1996; Herman et al., 2003). In addition, we included one social 
disadvantage by assessing the importance of guilt when buying such food.   
2.7 Individual characteristics to profile segments 
 
In accordance with previous research in the area of prestige consumption, this study includes 
involvement in luxury (Vigneron & Johnson, 1999) and willingness to pay (WTP) (Breidert et al., 2006) as 
profiling variables. Involvement in luxury is defined and measured in this study as personal relevance 
and importance attached to luxury (food) products based on inherent needs, values and interests 
(Zaichkowsky, 1985). This study uses a direct survey approach to measure WTP (Miller et al., 2011; 
Sattler & Hensel-Börner, 2003). Finally, socio-demographic characteristics (age, gender and income) are 
used as additional profiling variables (Dubois & Laurent, 1996; Husic & Cicic, 2009).  
3 Methodology 
3.1 Design and subjects 
 
Data collection used a cross-national, web-based survey of a representative sample of 1,000 
adults (18–80 years of age). Norwegian respondents were selected randomly from a pool of pre-
recruited respondents by a professional research agency. However, an effective sample size of 851 was 
used in this study after deleting the cases with missing values and answers of ‘don’t know’.  
A summary analysis of the main characteristics of the sample shows that 53 % of the 
respondents were female. The average age was 46 years, and approximately 38 % of the respondents 





3.2 Questionnaire and variables 
 
Each respondent was asked to rate the importance of 20 benefits for buying food for a dinner 
party with family or friends. The items were assessed on a nine-point scale from not important (1) to 
extremely important (9). A similar scale has previously been used to assess food benefits (Onwezen et 
al., 2012).  
Four items were used to measure the food quality benefits (Onwezen et al., 2012; Pieniak et al., 
2008). Prestige quality benefits (three items), hedonic benefits (three items), uniqueness benefits (three 
items), price benefits (two items) and social benefits (five items) were measured based on previous 
prestige literature including items from the BLI scale (Hung et al., 2011; Vigneron & Johnson, 2004; 
Wiedmann et al., 2009) items are presented in Tables 1 and 2.    
Willingness to pay was assessed using three items. Consumers were shown a photo of pre-
packed fresh cod and asked, ‘What is the highest price you are willing to pay in NOK for this product’ 
under three different freshness conditions: 12 hours, 48 hours and 4 days after catching. Fresh seafood 
costs more than, for example, frozen seafood in Norway (Østli et al., 2013). It is also considered to be 
more exclusive and to have higher prestige among consumers (Carlucci et al., 2015). Different freshness 
conditions, from extremely fresh (12 hours) to a high but more commonly found freshness in Norwegian 
supermarkets (4 days), were used in this study as products that could be associated with different 
prestige levels. All respondents were given a reference price of 150 NOK for products like this when sold 
in a supermarket. The assessment of this construct is adapted from Breidert et al. (2006). 
Consumers’ involvement in luxury food were measured on a seven-point Likert scale based on 
three items from Zaichkowsky (1985) such as ‘Luxury food …(a) means a lot to me … (b) is very 
important for me’.  
3.3 Data analysis 
 
Data analysis was performed in three steps. First, Friedman and Wilcoxon tests were used to 
determine significant rank differences in perceived benefits. Second, two-step cluster analysis of the 
benefits for everyday dinner was utilised to identify specific clusters or segments with similar responses 
to the measured variables. This method allows the stability and the validity of the cluster solution to be 
generated (Hair et al., 2010). According to this method, the log likelihood option is chosen as the distance 
measure and the Schwarz’s Bayesian Criterion (BIC) as the determinant of the number of clusters. Third, 
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analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to profile the different consumer clusters. SPSS 24.0 
software was used for clustering and conducting ANOVA. 
4 Results 
The analytical result of the descriptive statistics and ranking order for the 20 benefits are shown 
in Table 1. There was a big gap between the most important benefit ‘quality’ (mean score of 8.0) and the 
least important benefit ‘expensive’ (mean score of 3.4). Traditional food quality benefits were, in 
general, the most important benefits and significantly more important (p ≤ 0.05) than the prestige 
quality benefits. The food quality benefit ‘quality’ was most important (p ≤ 0.05), followed by ‘taste’, 
‘health’ and ‘nutritionally right’. Of the prestige benefits, hedonic benefits (e.g. exciting) were most 
important followed by social benefits (e.g. popular). Hedonic benefits were of a medium level of 
importance and significantly (p ≤ 0.05) more important than social benefits, uniqueness benefits (e.g. 
unique) and prestige quality benefits (e.g. luxurious), which had medium to low levels of importance. 
The price benefit ‘expensive’ was the significantly (p ≤ 0.05) least important benefit.  
Table 1: Benefits, Importance and Mean Ranks of Food for a Dinner Party with Family and Friends 
Construct Specific items Mean rank Mean  
Food quality Good taste 16.87a 7.99 
Food quality Good quality 16.18b 7.55 
Food quality Healthy 13.74c 6.42 
Food quality Nutritionally right  13.67c 6.35 
Price  Fair price 12.74d 6.02 
Hedonic  Exciting 12.64d 5.88 
Hedonic  Wonderful 12.45d 5.89 
Hedonic  Fun to eat 11.67e 5.49 
Social  Popular 10.06f 4.71 
Social  Shows who I am 8.90g 4.25 
Social  No feeling of guilt 8.84g 4.37 
Uniqueness  Unique 8.81g 4.24 
Uniqueness  Exclusive 8.74g 4.17 
Prestige quality  Luxurious 8.46h 4.05 
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Prestige quality  Superior 8.35h 4.04 
Prestige quality  Sophisticated 8.21h 4.03 
Social  Gives me prestige 7.94i 3.78 
Social  Gives me status 7.57j 3.68 
Uniqueness  Rare 7.37j 3.75 
Price  Expensive 6.78k 3.39 
Note: Different letters within the same column indicate significant differences (p ≤ 0.05). 
A two-step cluster analysis performed on the different benefits for a dinner party with friends 
presented below provided four clusters with different patterns (Table 2). The segments were named on 
the basis of the benefits with the highest importance for each cluster for a party dinner: Perfectionists, 
Premium, Luxury seeking and Value focused.  
The first segment (N = 158; 20.4 %) was called the Perfectionists. Compared with the other 
segments, members of this segment had significantly higher (p ≤ 0.05) scores for the prestige benefits 
price, hedonic, uniqueness and social. For the food quality benefit ‘taste’, this segment’s score was 
similar to that of the Premium and Value focused, and for ‘quality’, the score was similar to that of the 
Premium segment. For the food quality benefits ‘health’ and ‘nutrition’, this segment scored the highest. 
In general, almost all benefits are of vital importance for the Perfectionists when buying food for a 
special occasion.  
The second segment was named Premium (N = 291; 37.6 %). Food quality benefits (e.g. quality and 
health) and hedonic benefits (e.g. exiting) are important to this segment. Price benefits were of above 
average importance for this segment and of significantly higher importance (p ≤ 0.05) than for the 
Luxury and Value seeking segments. Uniqueness benefits (e.g. unique and rare) were less important for 
this segment compared with the Perfectionists and Luxury seeking; in other words, these segments are 
definitely not looking for status when they buy food for a special occasion.  
The third segment was Luxury seeking (N = 104; 13.5 %). This segment differs from the Premium 
segment with lower evaluations of traditional food quality benefits (e.g. taste and health) but higher 
evaluations of prestige quality benefits (e.g. superior and sophisticated). Another reason to term this 
segment Luxury seeking is that they also have significantly higher scores on uniqueness (unique, 
exclusive and rare) and social benefits (e.g. prestige and status) compared with the Premium segment. 
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Almost all benefits were of average importance for this segment but not at the same level as for the 
Perfectionists.  
The final segment was the Value focused. Food quality benefits ‘quality’ and ‘taste’ were of high 
importance for this segment, whereas health benefits were of medium importance. The remaining 
benefits were of below average or low importance. In particular, this segment evaluated prestige 
benefits (prestige quality, hedonic, uniqueness, price and social) as of extremely low importance 
compared with the three other segments. The reason we term this segment Value focused is that it has 
high benefit expectations towards food quality but is not willing to pay a high price for products 
compared with, for example, the Premium segment.  
Table 2: Cluster Differences of Benefit Importance 
  Segment 





Good taste 8.27a 8.35a 5.40b 8.10a 
Food 
quality 
Good quality 8.14a 7.90a 5.33c  7.45b 
Food 
quality 





7.56a 6.74b 5.17c 5.54c 
Prestige 
quality 
Luxurious 7.12a 4.07c 5.21b 1.62d 
Prestige 
quality 
Superior 6.99a 4.11c 5.28b 1.59d 
Prestige 
quality 
Sophisticated 6.92a 4.19c 5.21b 1.54d 
Hedonic Exciting 7.51a 6.42b 5.35c 4.08d 
Hedonic Wonderful 7.62a 6.19b 5.30c 4.40d 
Hedonic Fun to eat 7.32a 5.96b 5.15c 3.60d 
Uniqueness Unique 7.18a 4.53c 5.10b 1.77d 
Uniqueness Exclusive 7.13a 4.34c 5.19b 1.60d 
Uniqueness Rare 6.63a 3.63c 5.09b 1.58d 
Price Fair price 7.25a 6.21b 5.34c 5.10c 
Price Expensive 5.99a 5.15b 3.16c 1.60d 
Social Popular 7.21a 5.06b 5.38b 2.22c 
Social No feeling of 
guilt 
6.56a 4.50c 5.13b 2.49d 
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Social Gives me 
prestige 
6.91a 3.83c 5.24b 1.42d 
Social Shows who I am 6.93a 4.51c 5.06b 2.06d 
Social Gives me status 6.82a 3.46c 5.40b 1.48d 








Note: Different letters within the same row indicate significant differences (p ≤ 0.05). 
The results of profiling the clusters on involvement in luxury, willingness to pay and 
demographics are presented in Table 3. The Perfectionists and Premium segments scored highest on 
involvement in luxury foods, followed by the Luxury seeking. The Value focused scored the lowest of all 
the segments on involvement in luxury. There was no significant difference in WTP between the 
Perfectionists, the Premium and the Luxury seeking; however, the Premium segment had a tendency to a 
slightly higher WTP than the Perfectionists and the Luxury seeking. The Value focused had the lowest 
WTP for the different freshness of cod products.  
Luxury seeking consumers were significantly younger than the rest of the segments. This 
segment also comprised more men compared with the other segments, whereas the Premium and 
Value seekers had more female consumers. The Perfectionists segment had an even distribution of men 
and women. No significant difference between the segments in household income was found. 
Table 3: Profiling of the Segments by Involvement, Willingness to Pay and Demographics 
 Segment 
 Perfectionists Premium Luxury seeking Value focused 
Involvement in 
luxury foods 
4.25a 2.47b 3.87a 1.63c 
Willingness to 
pay 12 hours 
109.9a 115.5a 105.3a 83.0b 
Willingness to 
pay 48 hours 
93.2a 98.0a 88.9ab 74.8b 
Willingness to 
pay 4 days 
76.0a 77.3a 67.9ab 59.1b 
Age 47.38a 45.13a 39.99b 48.05a 
Gender 1.51ab 1.45b 1.62a 1.45b 
Income 600K–700K NOK 600K–700K NOK 600K–700K NOK 600K–700K NOK 







Our study expands on previous research on consumer segmentation of benefits by measuring 
food quality and prestige benefits for a special occasion. This study identified four distinct consumer 
segments (Perfectionists, Premium, Luxury seeking and Value focused) based on food quality and 
prestige benefits. As expected, traditional food quality benefits were the most important; however, 
three of the four consumer segments differ in the importance they attribute to the remaining prestige 
benefits.    
The first segment, Perfectionists, is similar to the perfectionist in Vigneron & Johnson’s (1999) 
prestige-seeking framework. According to this framework, Perfectionists are more interested in hedonic 
benefits (e.g. exciting and fun to eat) derived from the use of luxury products and less interested in the 
price than prestige quality benefits. The Perfectionists in this study follow a similar pattern, i.e. the price 
benefit ‘expensive’ receives the lowest mean score of all benefits in this segment and a much lower 
score than the prestige quality benefits. Cross-cultural research on prestige (Hennigs et al., 2012) has 
found similar characteristics of prestige-seeking consumers.  
The second segment, Premium, focuses on food quality (e.g. quality, taste, nutrition and health), 
price and hedonic benefits (i.e. exciting and wonderful). This segment could also be called the ‘gourmet’ 
segment as these consumers want the sensuous enjoyment of high-quality food products. Literature on 
situational price sensitivity finds similar results, suggesting that consumers are less sensitive to price 
when purchasing for hedonic benefits (Maehle et al., 2015; Wakefield & Inman, 2003). The Premium 
segment has a high WTP for a prestige product, which is on a slightly but not significantly higher level 
compared with the Perfectionists and Luxury seeking segments. This segment also contained more 
women consumers, which supports previous studies suggesting that women emphasise hedonism more 
closely with prestige consumption (Roux et al., 2017). The Premium segment has less positive attitudes 
towards luxury food compared with the Perfectionists and Luxury seeking segments.  
Luxury seeking consumers prefer products with high prestige quality (e.g. superior and 
sophisticated) and uniqueness (e.g. exclusive and rare). Social benefits (i.e. popular and status) are also 
quite important. Traditional food quality benefits (e.g. taste and healthiness) are not as important for 
this segment compared with the other segments. In contrast to the Premium segment, this segment is 
not concerned about eating high-quality food for its sensuous enjoyment but rather wants to eat food 
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that is perceived as luxurious and that enhances social status. The distinctive profile between the 
Premium and the Luxury seeking segments is clear and interesting. It is reasonable to expect that in a 
special context (a party with friends), the benefits sought are both more unique and more socially 
prestigious than for an everyday meal (Belk, 1988; Lockshin et al., 1997; Shukla, 2010). Parties have two 
principal characteristics: the communal consumption of food (including drink) and the social component 
of display (Dietler & Hayden, 2001). The communal consumption of food usually includes foods that are 
different from everyday practice (Dietler & Hayden, 2001). Thus, Luxury seeking consumers might seek 
unique products because this is what is expected by their guests. This segment consisted of younger 
consumers and more men. Younger consumers and men are suggested to be generally more concerned 
about uniqueness and luxury (Roux et al., 2017).  
The final segment, Value focused, is not driven by prestige consumption. This segment wants 
high food quality and taste at an affordable price and is similar to the distance segment of Dubois et al. 
(2005), which considered prestige products as expensive and useless. Thus, this study identified a 
significant distinction between Perfectionists and Value focused consumers. Both segments are focused 
on food quality benefits but differ in their focus on value and prestige benefits. This is not always 
confirmed in the consumer decision making or shopping orientation literature (Rezaei, 2015). 
5.1 Marketing implications 
 
This study confirms that food quality benefits, like taste and health, are the foremost perceived 
benefits across consumer segments (Carlucci et al., 2015) and that such benefits are important and 
necessary for all consumers. Thus, it is difficult to differentiate food for special occasions on those 
benefits. Similarly, it is hard to satisfy Perfectionists if you do not provide high value on all benefits.  
However, this study suggests some important differences between Premium consumers looking 
for food quality and hedonic benefits and Luxury seeking, with a relatively higher focus on prestige 
quality, uniqueness and social benefits. These two segments give the food industry the opportunity to 
develop different products and/or different forms of communicating the different benefits for these 
segments. For example, it would be effective to promote status self-prestige for the Luxury seekers but 
not for the Premium segment. The Premium segment might give higher relative profitability because of 
its higher acceptance of exclusive price and because of its size: 2.8 times larger than the Luxury seekers.   
The Value focused segment wants good quality and taste, but it does not want to pay a premium 
price for it and will look for non-prestige products that offer these benefits.  
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5.2 Limitations and extensions 
 
Even though this is a representative survey of Norwegian consumers and framed towards food 
products, studies in other countries and of specific prestige food products are encouraged. This study 
tested 20 expected benefits, and the list of benefits is not exhaustive. For example, brand, packaging, 
convenience, usability, sustainability, risk, self-identity and materialistic benefits can be considered for 
future research (e.g. Husic & Cicic, 2009; Köster, 2009; Wiedmann et al., 2009). This study examines 
which benefits are most important when buying food for a special meal occasion, a party with friends. 
Other eating occasions (Jaeger et al., 2011), such as eating out at restaurants, weekends/holidays and 
special events, are relevant as well. Furthermore, research on specific food products or other kinds of 
products can be considered in future research. This study introduces a few profiling constructs, such as 
WTP and attitudes towards luxury. Relevant motivational variables not included in this study are, for 
example, involvement, convenience orientation, impulse buying, social norms, moral obligation, 
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4 Main findings, contributions and implications 
The overall objective of this thesis is to provide insights with regard to how characteristics with the 
product, the context and the individual relate to consumer evaluation of food products. In this chapter 
specific aims, insights and findings from the five academic papers forming the ‘body’ of this thesis will 
be presented. The main theoretical and empirical contributions will be presented, as well as some of 
its implications. Limitations and suggestion for future research will be discussed in the end of the 
chapter.  
4.1 The influence of test situation and satisfaction with preparation   
Paper 1 explored the influence of test situation and satisfaction with preparation on evaluation and 
intention to consume a new seafood product. The first aim of the paper was to use multiple measures 
for the constructs of attitude and intention to test for construct reliability and validity within each test 
group. In addition, a multigroup analysis was used to test for measurement invariance across groups. 
The second aim was to test for perceived differences in consumer attitudes and intention towards a 
new product in two different research situations: at home and in a canteen setting. The third aim of 
the paper was to investigate if and how satisfaction with the preparation of a convenient product 
influences evaluative outcomes.  
The findings showed reliable and valid measurements of the overall evaluation and intention to 
consume a fish burger by Spanish consumers in two different test situations: at home and in the 
canteen. These results supported a meaningful comparison of latent means across the test situations. 
The findings showed no significant differences in the mean scores of attitude and intention towards 
consuming the new product across the two different test situations. The finding regarding overall 
evaluation supports the results of some earlier studies (Hersleth et al., 2005; Pound et al., 2000). By 
incorporating a measure of intention to consume, Paper 1 expands the results of earlier studies. This 
finding implicates that it would be both quicker and cheaper to conduct a central location test, such as 
a canteen test with equal validity.  
After splitting the home testing sample into groups with different levels of satisfaction with the 
preparation of the product, significant differences in attitudes and intention to consume the product 
were found. This indicates that satisfaction with the preparation, and the product’s level of 
convenience, might influence evaluative outcomes. The implications of this finding are that if a product 
is developed for home use, tests in the actual preparation and consumption situation might yield 
valuable insights for the developer. 
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4.2 The influence of time use and co-production  
The overall objective of Paper 2 was to investigate how time influences the customers’ psychological 
processes and evaluations when they engage in a co-production activity. Paper 2 explores the 
relationships between global evaluation, satisfaction with co-production and perceived convenience. 
Furthermore, knowledge is included as an antecedent of both satisfaction with co-production and 
perceived convenience. Finally, the influence of time use as a situational variable is investigated. 
Paper 2 demonstrated that satisfaction with co-production has a strong and positive effect on the 
evaluation of the final outcome of the co-processed product. This is an important finding that extends 
previous studies by showing that not only participation in a co-production process is important for 
evaluation (Auh et al., 2007; Xie et al., 2008), but also the satisfaction in the actual co-production 
process.  
Another finding of Paper 2 was that convenience has a positive influence on product evaluation and 
satisfaction with co-production. Previous studies within the ‘time is a cost perspective’ (e.g. Berry et 
al., 2002; Jacoby et al., 1976; Leclerc et al., 1995) or about food and convenience (Furst et al., 1996; 
Olsen et al., 2007) supports that convenience has a positive influence on evaluation. Xie et al. (2008) 
suggest that that the more activity required by the consumer to produce desired outcomes, the lower 
the degree of control the consumer has of the outcome. The findings of this study extend these results. 
When using food products that are perceived as more convenient to co-produce, it may be easier for 
the consumer to achieve a satisfactory result in the co-production effort. 
The findings of Paper 2 show a positive relationship between knowledge and satisfaction with the co-
production. Having the necessary knowledge about the main raw materials composing a meal, and 
how to prepare them, make it more likely that a successful preparation process and finally a good end 
result will be achieved. In the study, the results suggest that, to achieve a satisfactory co-production 
result, it is more important that the meal is convenient to co-produce than that the consumer has the 
knowledge about how to co-produce the meal. However, this may be a result of the context of this 
study. 
Previous studies suggest that knowledge influences the perceived convenience of a food product 
(Gofton, 1995). This study finds no relationship between knowledge and perceived convenience. A 
possible explanation for this result might be that knowledge is directly linked and important for the 
consumers’ satisfaction with co-production, but not important in this setting for the perception of how 
convenient a product or service is. However, knowledge may help the consumer reach a solution to a 
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problem faster (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987). This study confirms this finding in that the more knowledge 
the consumer has, the faster she/he is able to complete the co-production effort.  
A negative relation has been found between time use (as cost) and the evaluation of a product (Dube-
Rioux et al., 1989; Taylor, 1994). The results of Paper 2 show a negative, but not significant, relationship 
between time use and evaluation. However, a weak, positive relationship between time use and 
satisfaction with co-production is found. This implies that time use is not necessarily an important 
factor when evaluating the end product, but has some importance for the satisfaction with the co-
production process in which the product is created. The more time a consumer spends, the more likely 
that the consumer will be satisfied with the co-production process. This is in accordance with the value 
of co-production perspective (Etgar, 2008; Lusch et al., 2007). 
Paper 2 confirms the logic of the convenience construct by showing that the less time a consumer uses 
in the preparation of a product, the more convenient it is perceived to be (Berry et al., 2002; Candel, 
2001). However, it is interesting to note that satisfaction with co-production seems to increase the 
time the consumer uses (‘the value of co-production perspective’), whereas perceived convenience 
decreases with increased time use and has a positive effect on satisfaction with co-production (‘the 
convenience perspective’). From a theoretical perspective, this study confirms the advantage of 
combining research from both a co-production perspective and a convenience perspective in 
understanding the process behind consumers’ value and evaluation of a product.  
At a theoretical level, Paper 1 and 2 contributes to the understanding of how food preparation or co-
production influences evaluation. Both papers demonstrate that satisfaction with co-production is an 
important determinant in the evaluation of a food product. This factor could thus be used to gain 
better insights into how consumers perceive different products and the co-production involved in 
these products. Including this variable in product development may yield valuable insights as to how 
consumers evaluate food products and enable the developer to tailor the products to the consumers’ 
needs and wants. As an example, if a food product is perceived as difficult to prepare by the consumer, 
providing the consumer with preparation instructions or developing a more convenient product (ready 
to cook/heat etc.) might increase the success of the product in the marketplace.    
4.3 Consumer use of and trust in product information  
Paper 3 identified consumer segments based on their use of and trust in information sources regarding 
the freshness of fish in France. In addition, it examined differences between the segments regarding 
the use of and interest in information cues and objective and subjective knowledge. Finally, the paper 
compared the consumer segments regarding their fish consumption and fish storage behaviour and 
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explored how different consumer segments reacted to labels regarding the processing of cod fillet 
products.  
Paper 3 identified three distinct consumer segments based on the consumers’ use of and trust in 
information sources regarding the freshness of fish. These segments were comparable to the 
consumer segments in other European countries as presented by Pieniak et al. (2007). However, some 
characteristics of the segments presented in this paper differed from those previously described.  
The first segment, the Unsure consumers, did not report the lowest values regarding trust and use of 
information sources, but were near the midpoint of the scales. Additionally, they reported the lowest 
scores for use of and interest in potential information cues. This consumer segment reported a 
medium consumption frequency, when compared to the other two clusters. This information led to 
the exclusion of low experience with fish as a reason for their reported behaviour. No significant 
difference in objective knowledge was found between the segments; however, the Unsure consumers 
reported a lower subjective knowledge.  
The individuals in the second cluster, called Enthusiastic consumers were comparable to the findings 
of Pieniak et al. (2007). Members of this cluster reported the highest use of and trust in all information 
sources, except for trusting their own judgement (inspecting the fish). They also reported the highest 
use of information cues and the highest interest in all potential information cues except for ‘previously 
frozen’ and ‘fed with genetically modified feed’. This group reported a higher subjective knowledge 
than the Unsure consumer cluster, but not significantly different from the Confident one. Consumers 
in this segment reported the highest frequency of fish consumption.  
The third segment, Confident consumers was also comparable to the findings reported by Pieniak et 
al. (2007). However, some differences were evident. The Confident consumers in the present study 
reported a very low trust in and use of information about fish freshness from employees at 
supermarkets and a relatively high use of and trust in information from fish mongers and most of all, 
their own judgement. Consumers in this group reported high use of all information cues except for 
‘nutritional composition’ and a high interest in most potential information cues, particularly regarding 
the topics ‘previously frozen’ and ‘fed with genetically modified feed’. This group’s confidence was 
confirmed by a high subjective and objective knowledge.  
Consumers in all segments reported a preference for the labels ‘Fresh’ and ‘Frozen at sea’. Even though 
the label ‘Frozen at sea’ was rated lower than the label ‘Fresh’, it still received favourable ratings when 
compared to the far lower rated labels ‘Thawed’ and ‘May have been frozen’. The latter may be an 
indication that a short label with information about time and location of the freezing process may lead 
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to positive associations regarding the quality and taste of previously frozen cod fillets. This pattern of 
reactions to potential cod fillet products labelling was present in the evaluation of both expected 
quality and taste. The Confident consumers were most influenced by labels, but all three consumer 
clusters showed reactions to labelling. The Unsure consumers’ expectations were also affected by 
potential labels, showing that their reporting behaviour in previous parts of the survey was not due to 
unfamiliarity with the use of questionnaires in general (Köster, 2003). These findings imply that 
information regarding thawed cod fillet products should be carefully communicated. Fresh fish 
remains at the top of consumers’ aspirations regarding fish. However, a short label indicating that fish 
was frozen directly after catch and thawed directly before they were put on the retailers’ displays may 
lead to an improvement of the image of convenient cod fillet products that undergo extensive 
processing in order to reach the consumers with minor quality compromises. 
This study reported some new theoretical findings and partially expanded the work presented by 
Pieniak et al. (2007). From a theoretical perspective, food choice based on emotional reactions such 
as trust has shown to affect various types of individuals. However, since in reality these reactions may 
be mostly affective and to a lesser degree cognitive, the use of methods that measure affective 
responses to information about food might lead to more valid indications of actual behaviour and its 
understanding.  
4.4 The influence of packaging attributes  
The main aim of Paper 4 was to investigate the importance of packaging attributes on consumer 
evaluation of fresh cod. The first aim of this paper was to evaluate the relative importance of the visual 
and informational packaging attributes of fresh cod through a conjoint study. The second aim was to 
segment the consumers based on preference for different packaging attributes using cluster. The third 
aim was to validate (predict) the segments against the survey responses regarding the individual 
characteristics of consumers, specifically consumption and preferences, health and seafood 
involvement, knowledge about quality, willingness to pay and demographics.   
In general, the findings of Paper 4 indicate that informational packaging attributes (freshness 
statements, information about taste and convenience) are more important than visual attributes 
(shape of packaging and colour) when consumers evaluate cod fillets. Specifically cognitive freshness 
information (shelf life and cognitive freshness statement, were the most important attributes. This 
finding supports Ragaert et al. (2004), who found that shelf life is used as a proxy for credence 
attributes, such as information about freshness in consumer decision-making process. This finding also 
imply that consumers have low need for affect and high need for cognition regarding information 
about freshness (Haddock et al., 2008). 
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Segmentation of the consumers in Paper 4 based on the informational attributes (freshness 
statements, information about taste and convenience) and visual attributes (shape of packaging and 
colour) revealed three clusters named: the Packaging, Quality and Convenience segment.  
The Packaging segment, which was the largest segment, preferred the visual attributes of shape and 
colour followed by the freshness attributes. In this segment short shelf life and the cognitive freshness 
statement were of similar importance. This was a different result compared with the entire sample, 
which preferred short shelf life to freshness statements. Profiling the Packaging segment by using 
individual characteristics showed that consumers in this segment had high consumption rate and 
preference for cod, and they were highly involved in fish. However, this segment had the lowest 
willingness to pay for extremely fresh fish, showing that they focused more on the packaging than on 
quality attributes. They were also between the two other segments in terms of age and knowledge of 
how to judge the quality of fish. This shows that lower subjective knowledge does not necessarily result 
in lower consumption, something that has been shown in other studies (Altintzoglou & Heide, 2016).  
The Quality segment preferred the informational freshness attributes short shelf life and cognitive 
freshness statements. The quality segment was highly involved in fish, had high subjective knowledge 
and the consumers had a high consumption and preference for cod. This is in accordance with previous 
research, which showed that highly involved consumers with high subjective knowledge tend to 
consume fish more frequently (Olsen, 2001; Verbeke et al., 2007). This was also the segment with the 
oldest consumers; thus, they had the most experience dealing with fish. This was reflected also in the 
fact that they had the most knowledge of how to judge quality, which is in line with previous research 
(Verbeke et al., 2007). 
The Convenience segment used convenience information and preferred fish that was skin and 
boneless. This segment had the lowest frequency of cod consumption and the lowest preference for 
cod. The Convenience segment had the youngest consumers, and they expressed lower involvement 
in fish compared with the two other segments. Previous research has shown that younger consumers 
are generally less involved in fish, and they perceive the inconvenient aspects of fish as a barrier to 
consumption (Olsen, 2003). From a theoretical point of view, this study provides insights and empirical 
support for using visual and informational packaging attribute importance as a basis for consumer 
segmentation. The seafood industry should, for example, design attractive packaging and emphasise 





4.5 The importance of food quality and prestige benefits  
The main aim of Paper 5 was to identify consumer segments based on the importance of food quality 
and prestige benefits when buying food for a special occasion: dinner party with friends. The first aim 
of the paper was to explore how consumers differ in their perceived prestige product benefits 
compared to more traditional food benefits. The second aim was to identify the most important 
benefits when consumers want to buy food for preparing dinner for a special occasion (dinner party 
with friends). The third aim was to relate the consumer segments to individual characteristics 
(involvement in luxury, willingness to pay and demographics).  
The findings of Paper 5 revealed that that food quality benefits (quality, taste and health) are more 
important than prestige benefits (prestige quality, hedonic, uniqueness, price and social). This result 
confirms that food quality benefits like taste and health of food are the foremost perceived benefits 
across consumer segments (Carlucci et al., 2015), and that such benefits are important and necessary 
for all consumers (Brunsø et al., 2002). 
 The findings of Paper 4 and 5 indicate that the importance of taste can be evaluated differently. As an 
informational attribute, taste was found to have little importance compared to freshness, packaging 
and convenience in Paper 4. This is somewhat surprising given that most previous studies find taste as 
one of the most important informational attributes (Acebrón, & Dopico, 2000; Cardello, & Schutz, 
2003; Luis Méndez et al., 2011; Tepper, & Trail, 1998). A possible explanation for this result is that the 
consumers in our study were familiar with the taste of cod, and accordingly, this information was 
perceived as unimportant for the consumers. As a food benefit, taste was found to be the most 
important attribute compared to other quality benefits (quality and health) and prestige benefits 
(Paper 5). These findings contribute to existing literature by showing that the importance of taste can 
be evaluated differently depending on how taste is perceived by the consumers as an informational 
attribute. Segmentation of the consumers in Paper 5 the identified four distinct consumer segments 
(Perfectionists, Premium, Luxury seeking and Value focused) based on food quality (quality, taste and 
health) and prestige benefits (quality, uniqueness, hedonic, price and social). 
The Perfectionists were more interested in hedonic benefits derived from the use of luxury products 
and less interested in the price than prestige quality benefits, following a similar pattern as Vigneron 
& Johnson’s (1999) perfectionists. Cross-cultural research on prestige (Hennigs et al., 2012) has found 
similar characteristics of prestige-seeking consumers. 
The Premium segment focused on food quality (e.g. quality, taste, nutrition and health), price and 
hedonic benefits (i.e. exciting and wonderful). This segment could also be called the ‘gourmet’ segment 
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as these consumers want the sensuous enjoyment of high-quality food products. Literature on 
situational price sensitivity finds similar results, suggesting that consumers are less sensitive to price 
when purchasing for hedonic benefits (Maehle et al., 2015; Wakefield & Inman, 2003). The Premium 
segment had a high WTP for a prestige product, which is on a slightly but not significantly higher level 
compared with the Perfectionists and Luxury seeking segments. This segment also contained more 
women consumers, which supports previous studies suggesting that women emphasise hedonism 
more closely with prestige consumption (Roux et al., 2017). 
Luxury seeking consumers prefer products with high prestige quality (e.g. superior and sophisticated) 
and uniqueness (e.g. exclusive and rare). Social benefits (i.e. popular and status) are also quite 
important. Traditional food quality benefits (e.g. taste and healthiness) are not as important for this 
segment compared with the other segments. In contrast to the Premium segment, this segment is not 
concerned about eating high-quality food for its sensuous enjoyment but rather wants to eat food that 
is perceived as luxurious and that enhances social status. The distinctive profile between the Premium 
and the Luxury seeking segments is clear and interesting. It is reasonable to expect that in a special 
context (a party with friends), the benefits sought are both more unique and more socially prestigious 
than for an everyday meal (Belk, 1988; Lockshin et al., 1997; Shukla, 2010). Thus, Luxury seeking 
consumers might seek unique products because this is what is expected by their guests. This segment 
consisted of younger consumers and more men. Younger consumers and men are suggested to be 
generally more concerned about uniqueness and luxury (Roux et al., 2017).  
The Value focused, are not driven by prestige consumption. This segment wants high food quality and 
taste at an affordable price and is similar to the distance segment of Dubois et al. (2005), which 
considered prestige products as expensive and useless. Thus, this study identified a significant 
distinction between Perfectionists and Value focused consumers. Both segments are focused on food 
quality benefits but differ in their focus on value and prestige benefits. This is not always confirmed in 
the consumer decision making or shopping orientation literature (Rezaei, 2015), and can be addressed 
as a theoretical contribution together with our findings about the distinction between premium and 
luxury. The practical implication of this is that Luxury seeking consumers should be targeted with 
information about prestige quality, uniqueness and social benefits, while Premium consumers form 
their expectations based on food quality (taste, nutrition and health) and hedonic benefits. 
The findings of Paper 3, 4 and 5 demonstrate the importance of segmenting the consumers based 
either on how they evaluate different product attributes or benefits (Golan et al., 2001; Verbeke, 2008) 
or individual characteristics such as use and trust of information. A number of distinct segments, which 
evaluates the importance of product or individual attributes differently, have been identified. The 
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segments are further described and profiled by using product and/or individual characteristics. The 
findings can be used by industry, retailers or other relevant stakeholders to develop products and 
marketing strategies tailored to the needs and wants of different consumers. For example, designing 
attractive packaging could be a good strategy for targeting the Packaging segment in Paper 4.  
4.6 Limitations and suggestions for future research 
The studies in this thesis have several limitations. A general limitation is that all studies were conducted 
in a single European country (Norway, France or Spain), and the results may not be applicable to other 
countries or cultures. Future research could extend this work by including other cultures and countries.  
Paper 1 and 2 investigated how consumers evaluated one particular food product (fish burger and cod 
fillet). Future research should extend this work to different products or meals with different degrees 
of convenience and difficulty in the co-production stage. 
Another limitation of this thesis is that it does not investigate the relationship between evaluation of 
food before and after purchase, but rather focuses on either expectations or experience. Future 
research could explore this relationship to better explain the relationship between expectations, 
experience and evaluation and how this is influenced by characteristics with the product, the context 
and the individual (Brunsø et al., 2002; Piqueras-Fiszman & Spence, 2015b). 
This thesis investigated how characteristics with the product, the context and the individual relate to 
consumer evaluation of food products. Each of these characteristics is influenced by a number of 
variables, and only a few of them are investigated in this thesis. Future research could include other 
variables as for example how and where the product is produced (organic vs. genetic modification, 
local vs. global production etc.), other test situations (standardised, natural or simulated 
environments), emotions and other individual characteristics (personal values, social norms, habits 
etc.) (Carlucci et al., 2015; Köster & Mojet, 2015; Meiselman, 2013).  
Finally, this thesis focuses mainly on similarities and differences in consumer evaluations. However, 
evaluation or attitudes are suggested to influence consumer’s behavioural responses, choice and 
loyalty (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010; Oliver, 2010; Steptoe et al., 1995). Future research could also include 
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